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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.



PUBLIC SUBMISSION
As of: September 08, 2022
Received: August 26, 2022
Status: Pending_Post
Tracking No. l7a-qon5-c2u0
Comments Due: August 30, 2022
Submission Type: API

Docket: NRC-2015-0070
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Comment On: NRC-2015-0070-0229
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Document: NRC-2015-0070-DRAFT-0827
Comment on FR Doc # 2022-03131

Submitter Information

Name: Iris Meltzer
Email: iris.meltzer@gmail.com

General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have GRAVE concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both CITIZENS and the ENVIRONMENT. NRC’s decommissioning regulations
put far too much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting
public health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen
LOCAL community and STATE engagement, and the NRC must TAKE responsibility for ensuring that public
safety and environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.



PUBLIC SUBMISSION
As of: September 08, 2022
Received: August 26, 2022
Status: Pending_Post
Tracking No. l7a-qvgy-crcy
Comments Due: August 30, 2022
Submission Type: API

Docket: NRC-2015-0070
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Comment On: NRC-2015-0070-0229
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Document: NRC-2015-0070-DRAFT-0854
Comment on FR Doc # 2022-03131

Submitter Information

Name: Cornelia Teed
Email: joteed2000@yahoo.com

General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.



PUBLIC SUBMISSION
As of: September 08, 2022
Received: August 26, 2022
Status: Pending_Post
Tracking No. l7a-qvri-2zss
Comments Due: August 30, 2022
Submission Type: API

Docket: NRC-2015-0070
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Comment On: NRC-2015-0070-0229
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Document: NRC-2015-0070-DRAFT-0856
Comment on FR Doc # 2022-03131

Submitter Information

Name: david wasserman
Email: oasisrelax@yahoo.com

General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment.

NRC’s proposed decommissioning regulations would put far too much authority in the hands of the profit-driven
nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public health and the environment. The current draft of the
rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local community and state engagement, and the NRC must
take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full
decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More important,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC.

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to



FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency
planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process.

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.

Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process.

The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

Living on Cape Cod where Holtec is a danger, I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule
weakens the safety provisions in the decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s
decommissioning regulations put far too much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The
NRC is charged with protecting public health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be
withdrawn and revised to strengthen local community and state engagement, and the NRC must take
responsibility for ensuring that public safety and environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full
decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,



“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency
planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over ninety operating U.S. reactors
cease to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to guide the NRC successfully to
protect public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it
exposes the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and to submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
``the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.'' This change raises serious issues for public
safety. Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the
responsibility for this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should
continue to be required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from sixty years to
as soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice.
The NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.

Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. It is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.



PUBLIC SUBMISSION
As of: September 08, 2022
Received: August 26, 2022
Status: Pending_Post
Tracking No. l7a-rdt8-fsvw
Comments Due: August 30, 2022
Submission Type: API

Docket: NRC-2015-0070
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Comment On: NRC-2015-0070-0229
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Document: NRC-2015-0070-DRAFT-0909
Comment on FR Doc # 2022-03131

Submitter Information

Name: Evalee Mickey
Email: evalee@southslope.net

General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.

Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.



PUBLIC SUBMISSION
As of: September 08, 2022
Received: August 26, 2022
Status: Pending_Post
Tracking No. l7a-rkyq-qh4k
Comments Due: August 30, 2022
Submission Type: API

Docket: NRC-2015-0070
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Comment On: NRC-2015-0070-0229
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Document: NRC-2015-0070-DRAFT-0927
Comment on FR Doc # 2022-03131

Submitter Information

Name: Leslie Gold
Email: goldoftheforest@yahoo.com

General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have very grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.



PUBLIC SUBMISSION
As of: September 08, 2022
Received: August 26, 2022
Status: Pending_Post
Tracking No. l7a-rtrv-u355
Comments Due: August 30, 2022
Submission Type: API

Docket: NRC-2015-0070
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Comment On: NRC-2015-0070-0229
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Document: NRC-2015-0070-DRAFT-0951
Comment on FR Doc # 2022-03131

Submitter Information

Name: Bruce Ross
Email: brucetwin62@yahoo.com

General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.



PUBLIC SUBMISSION
As of: September 08, 2022
Received: August 26, 2022
Status: Pending_Post
Tracking No. l7a-rzff-5b1b
Comments Due: August 30, 2022
Submission Type: API

Docket: NRC-2015-0070
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Comment On: NRC-2015-0070-0229
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Document: NRC-2015-0070-DRAFT-0968
Comment on FR Doc # 2022-03131

Submitter Information

Name: John Wozniak
Email: daddywoz@gmail.com

General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.



PUBLIC SUBMISSION
As of: September 08, 2022
Received: August 26, 2022
Status: Pending_Post
Tracking No. l7a-rzpw-lg2b
Comments Due: August 30, 2022
Submission Type: API

Docket: NRC-2015-0070
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Comment On: NRC-2015-0070-0229
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Document: NRC-2015-0070-DRAFT-0970
Comment on FR Doc # 2022-03131

Submitter Information

Name: Lynda Pauling
Email: lmp5812@comcast.net

General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.



PUBLIC SUBMISSION
As of: September 08, 2022
Received: August 26, 2022
Status: Pending_Post
Tracking No. l7a-s14f-b3v7
Comments Due: August 30, 2022
Submission Type: API

Docket: NRC-2015-0070
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Comment On: NRC-2015-0070-0229
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Document: NRC-2015-0070-DRAFT-0976
Comment on FR Doc # 2022-03131

Submitter Information

Name: Tim DiChiara
Email: timdichiara@gmail.com

General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.



PUBLIC SUBMISSION
As of: September 08, 2022
Received: August 26, 2022
Status: Pending_Post
Tracking No. l7a-s9f8-drn4
Comments Due: August 30, 2022
Submission Type: API

Docket: NRC-2015-0070
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Comment On: NRC-2015-0070-0229
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Document: NRC-2015-0070-DRAFT-0995
Comment on FR Doc # 2022-03131

Submitter Information

Name: John Templeton Sr
Email: johnboy11sr@gmail.com

General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.

Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules are cavalier and weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and
safety of people and environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is
unacceptable. The rules must be revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and
come into compliance with the court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory
framework of the 1988 Decommissioning Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.



PUBLIC SUBMISSION
As of: September 08, 2022
Received: August 26, 2022
Status: Pending_Post
Tracking No. l7a-sjd3-gl3s
Comments Due: August 30, 2022
Submission Type: API

Docket: NRC-2015-0070
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Comment On: NRC-2015-0070-0229
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Document: NRC-2015-0070-DRAFT-1023
Comment on FR Doc # 2022-03131

Submitter Information

Name: NANCY TATE
Email: lepoco@fast.net

General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I believe the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the decommissioning process for
both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too much authority in the hands
of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public health and the environment. The
current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local community and state engagement,
and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and environmental protection are prioritized
throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

The Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the decommissioning process for both
citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too much authority in the hands of the
profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public health and the environment. The
current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local community and state engagement,
and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and environmental protection are prioritized
throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.



PUBLIC SUBMISSION
As of: September 08, 2022
Received: August 26, 2022
Status: Pending_Post
Tracking No. l7a-tbpn-xzwe
Comments Due: August 30, 2022
Submission Type: API

Docket: NRC-2015-0070
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Comment On: NRC-2015-0070-0229
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Document: NRC-2015-0070-DRAFT-1103
Comment on FR Doc # 2022-03131

Submitter Information

Name: Valerie Fannin
Email: osdawesa@aol.com

General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

It is extremely disturbing to learn that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule significantly disables the safety
provisions in the decommissioning process for local residents and the environment. To award such power to the
profit-driven nuclear industry is like asking the fox to watch the hen-house. It is the NRC's responsibility to
prevent harmful pollution. The only non-corporate shill thing to do is to withdraw and revise the current draft of
the rules so local community and state engagement are strengthened, and public safety and environmental
protection MUST be prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.



PUBLIC SUBMISSION
As of: September 08, 2022
Received: August 26, 2022
Status: Pending_Post
Tracking No. l7a-u75m-2cjn
Comments Due: August 30, 2022
Submission Type: API

Docket: NRC-2015-0070
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Comment On: NRC-2015-0070-0229
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Document: NRC-2015-0070-DRAFT-1173
Comment on FR Doc # 2022-03131

Submitter Information

Name: Arshad Ameen
Email: aameen@aol.com

General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.



PUBLIC SUBMISSION
As of: September 08, 2022
Received: August 26, 2022
Status: Pending_Post
Tracking No. l7a-ur1v-xebq
Comments Due: August 30, 2022
Submission Type: API

Docket: NRC-2015-0070
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Comment On: NRC-2015-0070-0229
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Document: NRC-2015-0070-DRAFT-1200
Comment on FR Doc # 2022-03131

Submitter Information

Name: CECILE KENT
Email: cece@cecekent.com

General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.



PUBLIC SUBMISSION
As of: September 08, 2022
Received: August 26, 2022
Status: Pending_Post
Tracking No. l7a-ut5u-06c4
Comments Due: August 30, 2022
Submission Type: API

Docket: NRC-2015-0070
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Comment On: NRC-2015-0070-0229
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Document: NRC-2015-0070-DRAFT-1203
Comment on FR Doc # 2022-03131

Submitter Information

Name: Patricia Brown
Email: mpbrowncnm@gmail.com

General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.



PUBLIC SUBMISSION
As of: September 08, 2022
Received: August 26, 2022
Status: Pending_Post
Tracking No. l7a-v1xd-vp3n
Comments Due: August 30, 2022
Submission Type: API

Docket: NRC-2015-0070
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Comment On: NRC-2015-0070-0229
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Document: NRC-2015-0070-DRAFT-1214
Comment on FR Doc # 2022-03131

Submitter Information

Name: Marsha Jarvis
Email: marshaj11@comcast.net

General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I am writing to express my grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety
provisions in the decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning
regulations put far too much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged
with protecting public health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised
to strengthen local community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that
public safety and environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule does not provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.



PUBLIC SUBMISSION
As of: September 08, 2022
Received: August 26, 2022
Status: Pending_Post
Tracking No. l7a-v45c-iwl9
Comments Due: August 30, 2022
Submission Type: API

Docket: NRC-2015-0070
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Comment On: NRC-2015-0070-0229
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Document: NRC-2015-0070-DRAFT-1218
Comment on FR Doc # 2022-03131

Submitter Information

Name: Sandra Breakfield
Email: breakfie_charles@att.net

General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.



PUBLIC SUBMISSION
As of: September 08, 2022
Received: August 26, 2022
Status: Pending_Post
Tracking No. l7a-v9v3-h8x7
Comments Due: August 30, 2022
Submission Type: API

Docket: NRC-2015-0070
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Comment On: NRC-2015-0070-0229
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Document: NRC-2015-0070-DRAFT-1228
Comment on FR Doc # 2022-03131

Submitter Information

Name: Joy Baker
Email: joydbaker@sbcglobal.net

General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.



PUBLIC SUBMISSION
As of: September 08, 2022
Received: August 26, 2022
Status: Pending_Post
Tracking No. l7a-vjpv-e9wk
Comments Due: August 30, 2022
Submission Type: API

Docket: NRC-2015-0070
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Comment On: NRC-2015-0070-0229
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Document: NRC-2015-0070-DRAFT-1242
Comment on FR Doc # 2022-03131

Submitter Information

Name: Larry McFall
Email: mcfallmusic@comcast.net

General Comment

The Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the decommissioning process for both
citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too much authority in the hands of the
profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public health and the environment. The
current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local community and state engagement,
and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and environmental protection are prioritized
throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule substantially weakens the safety provisions in
the decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far
too much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC needs to require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. Your regulations are a conflict of interest.
NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear
industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public health and the environment. The current draft of the rules
must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local community and state engagement, and the NRC must take
responsibility for ensuring that public safety and environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full
decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,



“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency
planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

My family and I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in
the decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far
too much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: My family and I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which
are delegated to FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool
for 10 months, “the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning,



emergency planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for
public safety. Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the
responsibility for this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should
continue to be required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to
AS SOON AS POSSIBLE, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental
justice. The NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management
programs. This proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the
nuclear industry. Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should
be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. THE RULES
MUST BE REVISED! The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into
compliance with the court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the
1988 Decommissioning Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

My family, friends and I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety
provisions in the decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning
regulations put far too much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged
with protecting public health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised
to strengthen local community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that
public safety and environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.



PUBLIC SUBMISSION
As of: September 08, 2022
Received: August 26, 2022
Status: Pending_Post
Tracking No. l7a-w5s4-k9j6
Comments Due: August 30, 2022
Submission Type: API

Docket: NRC-2015-0070
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Comment On: NRC-2015-0070-0229
Regulatory Improvements for Production and Utilization Facilities Transitioning to Decommissioning

Document: NRC-2015-0070-DRAFT-1268
Comment on FR Doc # 2022-03131

Submitter Information

Name: Christine Muller
Email: chmuller99@hotmail.com

General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

Do your job, protect us.

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to



FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency
planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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General Comment

I have grave concerns that the Proposed Decommissioning Rule weakens the safety provisions in the
decommissioning process for both citizens and the environment. NRC’s decommissioning regulations put far too
much authority in the hands of the profit-driven nuclear industry. The NRC is charged with protecting public
health and the environment. The current draft of the rules must be withdrawn and revised to strengthen local
community and state engagement, and the NRC must take responsibility for ensuring that public safety and
environmental protection are prioritized throughout the full decommissioning process.

Public Input: The Proposed Rule refuses to provide for post-operational licensing decisions or public hearings,
eliminating any accountability by NRC or reactor licensees for the adequacy of safety and environmental
protection measures for post-operational activities such as reactor decommissioning, emergency planning, and
security. This lack of accountability would persist for decades to come as over 90 operating U.S. reactors cease
to operate. Lacking public engagement, the Proposed Rule is inadequate to successfully guide the NRC to protect
public health and safety with a strong measure of public accountability for the serious risks to which it exposes
the public and the human environment.

Atomic Energy Act compliance: The proposed rule violates the Atomic Energy Act and the decision by the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in Citizens Awareness Network v. NRC, 59 F.3d 284 (1st Cir. 1995)
(“CAN v. NRC”) by failing to provide for NRC licensing approval and public hearing opportunities for post-
operational decisions on decommissioning, emergency planning, and security. The NRC should require reactor
licensees to formulate dismantlement and decommissioning plans and submit them to NRC for licensing
approval, with an opportunity for state and local governments and interested members of the public to request a
hearing on the adequacy of the plans to satisfy NRC safety and environmental requirements. More importantly,
these measures are required by the Atomic Energy Act, under CAN v. NRC. 

Safety: I have grave concerns about the provisions for emergency planning and response, which are delegated to
FEMA and local governments in the proposed changes. After fuel has been in the spent fuel pool for 10 months,
“the rule would eliminate the requirements for dedicated radiological offsite emergency planning, emergency



planning zones (EPZs), and public alert and notification systems.” This raises serious issues for public safety.
Neither FEMA nor local responders are prepared to handle radiological emergencies, and the responsibility for
this rightly belongs to the industry. Likewise, the Emergency Response Data System should continue to be
required until all spent fuel is removed from the reactor site.

Environment: The proposed changes undermine environmental protections. They drop the requirement for an
environmental impact review until after the process is completed and weaken the environmental information in
the Post-Shut Down Decommissioning Activities Report. A site-specific NEPA review of the process should
occur early in the decommissioning process and should provide opportunities for local stakeholders to be
informed and involved by offering the interested public an opportunity for a hearing, with appropriate protections
for the fairness of the hearing process. 

Time limits: The period of time in which a site is required to be cleaned up should be reduced from 60 years to as
soon as possible, with due consideration for worker and public health and safety and environmental justice. The
NRC must not abdicate its responsibility to review and approve irradiated fuel management programs. This
proposed change sacrifices public and environmental safety in favor of the interests of the nuclear industry.
Rather, regular NRC inspections, oversight, and reporting on decommissioning activities should be required.
Accountability: The proposed changes weaken the financial responsibility of the industry, which should be
required to have secure funding for the full process when a nuclear power plant stops producing energy, and
these funds must not be allowed to be used for other purposes.

Ensuring the safety of the public and the environment must be prioritized throughout the entire decommissioning
process. The NRC must do more, not less, to exercise oversight and hold the industry accountable throughout the
process. The current proposed rules weaken the authority of the NRC and make health and safety of people and
environment subordinate to the lightening of regulations on the industry. This is unacceptable. The rules must be
revised. The Commission should take this opportunity to correct its course and come into compliance with the
court’s decision in CAN v. NRC by effectively restoring the regulatory framework of the 1988 Decommissioning
Rule.
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